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Abst ract We report the development of an affective domain instrument for the assessment of un-
dergraduate students’ attitudes toward forensic science. Assessment of attitudes of the respondents is
important to understand mediating factors in student motivation and ultimately success in the discipline.
The instrument was developed using an iterative process based on responses from an expert panel of
Australian forensic science educators to an array of forensic science and teaching related topics, and
refined using further feedback from the panel on more specific items. The layout of the instrument, with
regard to both the wording and placement of items, was developed with regular test takers (i.e., students)
in mind and through the application of basic psychometric principles. The engagement of forensic science
colleagues across Australia has resulted in an outcome that could provide a source of credible and relevant
evidence of student attitudes toward forensic science.
Keywords affective dom ain , Delphi method, forensic science, student attitudes
Int roduct ion
Over 40 years of in ternational research across a wide range
of disciplines has indicated that the most crit ical factor for
student success is the collective attitude and motivation
of studen ts toward the subject matter being taught (Am es
and Archer 1988; Green and Bigum 1993; Osborne, Si-
mon, and Collins 2003; Gardner 1968; Blalock et al. 2008;
Massey 1989). From a tertiary education perspective, the
concepts of attitude and motivation are a baseline for
students’ thoughts, feelings, and behaviors toward their
chosen program of study. They can be affected by many
factors, including the preconceived perceptions studen ts
have toward a subject, demograph ics, the en try pathway
taken in to university, and the reason ing behind that path -
way choice. The dependence of student success on these
Received 27 August 2013; accepted 25 Septem ber 2013.
Address correspondence to Daniel C. Southam , Departm ent of Chem -
istry, Curtin University, GPO Box U1987, Perth , WA 6845, Australia.
E-m ail: d.southam @curtin .edu .au
factors appears to be prevalen t in science (Oliver and Simp-
son 1988; Singh , Granville, and Dika 2010).
While undergraduate forensic science program s in
Australia aim to formally educate students in the philoso-
ph ies, skills, and techniques required of practicing foren-
sic scientists, variations in curricula emphases and foci
can result in differences between program s. This may af-
fect not on ly graduates, but also students comm encing or
continuing with their studies in a number of ways. For
example, comm encing students may not be aware that
forensic science education has a dual purpose: the pro-
fessional com ponent, which is a science degree in a legal
context, and the enabling scientific disciplines (i.e., chem -
istry, biology, etc.), which may be applied when dealing
with the examination of traces generated by an incident
under investigation . This in con junction with the popular
view of the subject—attributed to “The CSI Effect” (Houck
2006)—can affect studen ts’ att itudes and motivation to-
ward studying forensic science. Prospective undergradu-
ate students may have unrealistic expectations of what the
role of a forensic scien tist en tails (Colgan 2002), including
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AssessingStudents’ AttitudesToward Forensic Science 181
what they can do in the field of forensic investigations
(Smallwood 2002). These m isconceptions of the study
and professional conduct of forensic science m ay conse-
quen tly affect the undergraduate studen t experience.
Forensic Science Education and Interdisciplinarity in
Australia
The increase in public in terest in forensic science in Aus-
tralia with in the last two decades has resulted in a rise
in the number of forensic science train ing and education
programs developed and delivered nationwide, particu-
larly by universities. In 2013 there are 57 forensic-related
programs offered by Australian tertiary providers (NIFS
Australia 2013), up from the 48 offered in 2004 or set to
commence in 2005/2006 (Brigh tm an 2005). Of these 57
programs, 33 are bachelor’s degree programs, compared
to the 17 available nine years earlier. The remaining are
pre-bachelor diplomas or certificates (1), general in terest
courses with in other degrees (3), post-bachelor diplomas
(12), master’s degrees (6), or doctoral degrees (3).
These figures indicate that un iversities dealt with the
increased public in terest in forensic science by initiat-
ing new programs; however, there is noth ing to suggest
that any of these programs are equal in term s of con-
ten t (Brigh tm an 2005). This may be partially attributed
to the in terdisciplinary nature of forensic science, which
has traditionally m ade it difficult to categorize. While the
field as a whole incorporates aspects of a variety of disci-
plines resulting in the need for a forensic scientist to have
knowledge of the basic principles of a wide range of the
natural sciences, individual occupations with in the field
can require specific knowledge of an even wider range of
topics, incorporating both the natural and social sciences
(Horswell 1995; Mennell 2006b; Mennell 2006a). Th is wide
range of needs is difficult to in tegrate in to a forensic sci-
ence program, as indicated by the fact that only two of the
bachelor’s degree program s offered in Australia in 2012
were broadly entit led “Bachelor of Forensic Science/s”; the
others clearly incorporated a more specific subject area
in their title, such as the “Bachelor of Forensic Science
(Applied Chemistry),” and “Bachelor of Forensic Investiga-
tion” (NIFS Australia 2013).
In Australia, the quality of degree programs is gen-
erally recognized in two ways, through accreditation by
a professional body if one exists and by measurement
against a set of recognized standards (Department of In-
dustry, Innovation Clim ate Change Science Research and
Tertiary Education 2011) with in a qualifications fram e-
work (AQF Council 2013). The learned society represent-
ing forensic scientists in Australia, the Australian and
New Zealand Forensic Science Society (ANZFSS), does not
currently accredit degree programs. Thus the quality of
programs is measured against broader discipline-specific
outcom es, such as the Threshold Learning Outcom es for
Science (Yates, Jones, and Kelder 2011). In contrast , there
is a formally recognized accrediting body that recognizes
sim ilar degree programs in the United States (FEPAC2013)
and United Kingdom (The Forensic Science Society 2013).
The quality of individual graduates from forensic sci-
ence programs is curren tly being addressed in the United
States th rough the use of the Forensic Science Assessment
Test (FSAT), developed by the American Board of Crim i-
nalistics (American Board of Crim inalistics 2013b; Pres-
ley, Haas, and Quarino 2009). The FSAT was created to be
taken by students in their final semester of a forensic sci-
ence program with two m otives: Firstly, the results may
be used by studen ts to demonstrate their forensic science
content knowledge to prospective em ployers (Am erican
Board of Criminalistics 2013a); secondly, the test aim s to
provide a practical way of assessing the relative academic
strengths and weaknesses of forensic science programs
and the subsequent student outcom es in order to gauge
and improve forensic science curricula nationwide (Pres-
ley, Haas, and Quarino 2009).
At th is poin t there is no equivalent test used in Aus-
tralia, making it difficult to evaluate not on ly the knowl-
edge of forensic science graduates and the expectations
of them in the industry, but also the benefits and draw-
backs of individual forensic science programs. The lack
of investigation in to th is topic, combined with the need
for in formation concern ing the quality of forensic science
programs in Australia when associated with student suc-
cess, h igh lighted the need to m easure studen t attitudes to-
ward forensic science in the Australian university sector.
Th is inspired the com mencement of research focused on
the establishm ent of knowledge of what drives students
when they undertake a forensic science degree program
or unit of study. In itially th is study aimed to deal with
the issues of discipline content and affective constructs
concurrently; however, th is was refined early in the study
to concentrate solely on the affective instrument. Con-
ceptual themes arising in th is study will be set aside for
re-examination at a later date. Thus any relationsh ips be-
tween attitude and conceptual knowledge will be dealt
with in subsequent studies once the affective domain in-
strument is refined.
Design of an Affective Instrument
There are th ree domains of modern educational
psychology—cognitive, affective, and psychomotor—as iden ti-
fied in Bloom ’s Taxonomy of learn ing objectives (Krath-
wohl 2002). In rudimentary terms, the objectives of each
relate to knowing, feeling, and doing, respectively (Ormell
1974; Seddon 1978). In terests, opin ions, emotions, atti-
tudes, and values are all addressed by the outcomes of
learn ing with in the affective domain (Rovai et al. 2009).
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Affective learn ing is also believed to promote greater stu-
dent learn ing by encouraging students to engage in task-
relevan t (Rodr ı´guez, Plax, and Kearney 1996) and profes-
sional behaviors (Brown et al. 2001). As attitudes toward
forensic science are thought to be influenced by the “CSI
effect” (Houck 2006; Smallwood 2002), the affective do-
main is h igh ly relevant to the field, particu larly with
regard to studen ts enrolled in the discipline and their
perceptions upon entering a forensic science program of
study.
Survey instruments focusing solely on affective learn-
ing are in frequent in literature, resulting in a lack of infor-
mation regarding the measurem ent of perceived affective
learn ing. The Affective Learn ing Scale (Scott and Wheeless
1975) is one of the few published instruments of th is type
that has accom panying evidence of validity and reliabil-
ity; it uses student responses to a series of affective items
with a specific teacher and course in mind to measure
affective gain (Rovai et al. 2009). The limited literature
available indicated that affective learn ing was measured
most efficien tly by requiring responses to be indicated
on a scale (Andersen 1979; Rodr ı´guez, Plax, and Kearney
1996; McCroskey et al. 1996).
Project Overview
The attitudes students have toward studying forensic sci-
ence must be established to test whether they are align
to the in tentions of the instructors—a key aspect of an
optimal learn ing environment (Biggs 1999). To achieve
th is aim , we require a theory-based approach to assess
student attitudes based on a collective understanding of
what aspects in the affective dom ain are considered by
these instructors to be essen tial to succeed in the disci-
pline. As discipline-based educational research becomes
part of norm al practice (Oliver-Hoyo et al. 2008)the consid-
eration of theoretical fram eworks from disciplines such
as psychology, sociology and philosophy becomes neces-
sary (Arjoon, Xu, and Lewis 2013). The dual nature of th is
research ensures these studies and their outcomes are ac-
ceptable to forensic science practitioners, while sitt ing
with in a rigorous theoretical framework.
To collect evidence of attitudes toward forensic science
we m ust first construct a survey m echanism (instrument)
to collect student responses to questions (items). An in-
strument m ay collect evidence of both a quan titative and
qualitative nature, which should be both reliable and
valid and conform to established psychom etric practices
(AERA, APA, NCME1999). There have been very few studies
focusing on attitudes toward science, with on ly twenty in-
struments appearing in published articles over a seven ty
year period (Blalock et al. 2008). Of these twenty instru-
ments, many were not used subsequently, and/or evidence
of their reliability and validity were not ascertained; fur-
thermore less than half were aim ed at university studen ts,
and none related directly to forensic science.
Here we presen t the outcomes of one such process to
develop an instrument for the assessm ent of student atti-
tudes toward forensic science, in the Australian context,
from which we wish to collect evidence of reliability and
validity. This instrum ent was created to establish knowl-
edge of what drives studen ts undertaking a forensic sci-
ence degree program or unit of study, through the mea-
surement of their att itudes toward forensic science in the
Australian university sector. In presen tation of th is instru-
ment design process and outcome, we encourage other
practitioners and researchers in forensic science to con-
sider the importance (or otherwise) of these dimensions
and whether it is applicable to their con text.
Methodology
Forming an expert panel, each representing a different
perspective on a specific discipline, is deemed to be h igh ly
beneficial to garnering a consensus opin ion (Katz and
Martin 1997; Burkhardt and Schoenfeld 2003) and thus
content validity (Streiner 2003). Six of Australia’s foren-
sic science educators, comprising the authors of th is
work—from five institu tions with long-established under-
graduate program s in the discipline—were chosen to col-
laborate on the research . The Delph i method was utilized
to survey the expert panel in order to iden tify items to
be used as a basis for the survey of studen ts. Th is tech-
nique was originally established so that con trolled feed-
back from a panel could be used to acquire the opin ions of
the group as a consensus. In order for th is to be achieved,
members of a panel answer questionnaires in two or more
rounds; after each round, the panel is shown a summ ary
of the responses, and each member may revise their an-
swers based on the replies of other panel members. This
is believed to reduce the range of answers provided, even-
tually arriving at an opin ion that has the consent of the
majority of panel m embers (Rowe and Wright 1999; Blind,
Cuhls, and Grupp 2001). To ach ieve objectivity, a m odera-
tor from outside the discipline was engaged to review the
responses from the expert panel and construct and adapt
the instrument after each iteration of data collection . An
adapted schematic representation of the Delph i method
can be seen in Figure 1 (Yao and Liu 2006).
Development of the Draft Instrument
The instrument to survey collaborators in the Delph i
phase was developed and distributed using an online sur-
vey engine (Qualtrics Labs Inc., 2012). This was ach ieved
in two phases, the first to establish and then narrow the
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Figure 1.
broad academic perceptions, and the second to refine the
individual items and construction of the instrument.
Establishingand NarrowingBroad Academic
Perceptions
The expert panel was in itially asked the following four
broad, open-ended questions:
(1) How do you define forensic science?
(2) Which methods do you use to teach forensic science
to studen ts? (e.g., lectures, laboratories, hands-on
activities, etc.)
(3) Upon the completion of a forensic science degree
program, what do you believe to be the most impor-
tant forensic-based concepts or skills for students to
have grasped?
(4) The CSI effect is thought to be the main reason for
the boom in studen ts enrolling in forensic science
degree program s. Are students made aware early on
that these types of television shows do not reflect
real-life scenarios, and what do you think the main
factors con tributing to the retention of students in
these degree programs are?
Each of the four main concepts from the questions
posed was separated out as a heading, with the ideas
the collaborators deemed importan t from their responses
used to create items beneath each topic in a draft instru-
ment. Examples of responses from collaborators under
the main themes can be seen in Table 1.
Refining Items
Items were developed from the expert panel responses il-
lustrated in Table 1 using a m ix of both positively and
negatively worded items measuring the same in tended
Table 1. Main ThemesWith Sample ResponsesFrom Collaborators
Defin ition Teach ing Methods
Im portan t Concepts or
Skills
Student
Reten tion/Motivation
The application of forensic
science to legal issues
Traditional speakers and
guest speakers
The Locard principle and
the principle of
individuality
People who are in terested
in forensic science are
in terested in
science-based m atters
It is im portan t to rem em ber
that forensic science can
include civil m atters
Laboratory-based project
work
Com m unication needs to be
targeted at a particu lar
audience
We generally lose studen ts
who find out there is a lot
m ore hard-core science
than they were expecting
Forensic science involves
the use of scien tific
m ethods and techn iques
in concert with certain
underlying fundam ental
principles
Recorded lectures The underlying principles
beh ind the com m on
analytical m ethods
em ployed by forensic
scien tists and the
lim itations
Be honest with studen ts
and have teach ing staff
who have experience as
practicing forensic
scien tists
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construct to ensure there was poten tial for in ternal con-
sistency (Streiner 2003). Items were also worded to be an-
swered on a seven-poin t Likert-type scale, from strongly
disagree (1) th rough neutral (4) to strongly agree (7). The
seven-poin t scale was chosen to avoid issues with cen tral
tendency bias on a more lim ited scale. Only the polarizing
and neutral statements were labeled in accordance with
modern psychometric practices where the in tended audi-
ence is deem ed able to judge the scale without the need
for further prompting or where the scale is not fully devel-
oped (Am erican Educational Research Association (AERA),
Am erican Psychological Association (APA), National Coun-
cil on Measurem ent in Education (NCME) 1999). The four
main themes of the draft instrument can be seen in
Table 2.
As the instrument was in tended to be distributed
primarily to studen ts enrolled in in troductory forensic
science units of study, the Definition and Student Reten-
tion/Motivation (henceforth referred to as Student Motiva-
tion)sections were further developed, as items under these
themes were deem ed most likely to be able to be answered
by respondents with minimal knowledge of the degree
program in which they were enrolled. The Teaching Meth-
ods and Important Concepts or Skills sections were set aside
for potential use in a future study.
Mem bers of the expert panel were sent the draft Defini-
tion and Student Motivation item s and instructed to respond
as though they were a studen t. They were also asked to
provide feedback as to which items they felt required sig-
n ificant change or were very important to include. The
expert panel was also asked to identify which questions
they believed were applicable to students either before or
after completing or having access to a forensic science unit
of study. Rather than simply arranging items under the
previously identified headings, descriptions of the aim of
the topics were given with a brief in troductory sen tence.
These can be seen in Table 3.
Responses from collaborators yielded minor changes
to the draft instrument, with the majority of the feedback
relating to the inclusion of demograph ic-based item s. The
general consensus was that there should be items relat-
ing to the number of years respondents had been studying
at university, the type of degree program in which they
were enrolled, and whether they had any work experi-
ence with in the forensic science industry. Other feedback
concerned specific wording with in particu lar items; for
example, the term s course and unit were altered to degree
program and unit of study respectively, to remove any am -
biguity.
Constructing the Final Instrument
To address issues arising as a consequence of its assem bly
from multiple opin ions, the following were explicitly con-
Table 2. Main Themesand Sample Itemsof the Draft
Instrument
Them e Sam ple Item s
Defin ition Forensic science can be applied to both
crim inal and civil m atters
Forensic science is an in terdisciplinary
science
Forensic science is not a com bination of
m any areas of science, but a distinct
discipline
Forensic scien tists use their resu lts to
solve crim es them selves
Teach ing Methods Case studies enable m e to put theory I
have learned in to con text
I participate in group discussions in m y
forensic science un it(s) of study
I undertake hands-on forensic science
laboratory practical work or have access
to forensic science laboratory
dem onstrations
Recorded lectures are a good substitu te
for face-to-face lectures
Im portan t Concepts
or Skills
Depending on the state of forensic
sam ples, analytical m ethods em ployed
by forensic scien tists can have
lim itations
I believe the in terpretation of resu lts is
m ore im portan t than how results are
obtained
Locard’s Exchange Principle states that
when two objects com e into con tact,
on ly one will transfer m aterial onto the
other
When presenting in form ation to a jury I
should assum e they have the sam e
background knowledge as m e, unless I
am told otherwise
Studen t Reten-
tion /Motivation
Forensic science is as in teresting or m ore
in teresting than I though t it would be
when I enrolled
I am not on ly in terested in forensic
science, but science as a whole
I believe forensic TV shows accurately
reflect real-life scenarios
I believe m y lecturer has experience as a
practicing forensic scien tist
sidered in keeping with the principles outlined in Arjoon,
Xu, and Lewis (2013):
 Demography: Inclusion at the end of the instrument
to avoid response or social desirability biases (Paul-
hus 1991). Demograph ic data is on ly required if the
respondent has com pleted the rest of the survey;
additionally, th is should encourage responden ts to
answer earlier item s honestly and on behalf of them-
selves, rather than be tempted to give answers they
believe would be given by other m embers of their
demographic.
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Table 3. Draft Instrument Headings, Introductory Sentencesand Descriptions of Each Topic
Heading Introductory Sen tence Description
Defin ition The following item s relate to the
defin ition of forensic science with in the
scien tific com m unity.
The item s are in tended to m easure students’ knowledge of forensic science
prior to the com pletion of a tertiary forensic science unit of study. Studen ts
should be capable of answering m ost questions accurately; however, som e
item s have been included to address com m on m isconceptions. These
m isconceptions should be iden tified and rectified by studen ts upon retesting
at the com pletion of the un it of study, which will assist in m easuring the
effectiveness and efficiency of in troductory forensic science un its of study in
various tertiary institu tions.
Studen t
Motivation
The following item s relate to studen t
reten tion with in a forensic science un it
of study or degree program at a tertiary
institu tion .
The item s are in tended to determ ine both the rationale behind studen ts’
in itial en rolm ent in a forensic science degree program or un it of study and
the grounds for their choice to either proceed with or cease their study of
forensic science. Due to the self-reflective nature of m ost item s, studen ts
should be capable of answering m ost questions accurately; however som e
item s have been included to address both what and how m aterial is covered
with in a un it of study. While there m ay be an inability to effectively answer
these item s in the first round of question ing, the answers should be rectified
upon retesting at the com pletion of the unit of study, which will assist in
m easuring the effectiveness and efficiency in troductory forensic science
units of study at various tertiary institu tions.
Table 4. Final Instrument Structure, IncludingDescriptions, ItemsAnd Method Of Measurement of Items
Description Item s Measure
The following item s relate to the defin ition
of forensic science with in the scien tific
com m unity and studen t m otivation
with in a forensic science un it of study or
degree program at a tertiary institu tion .
As described in Table 5 Responses on a 7-poin t Likert scale from
strongly disagree (1) th rough neutral (4) to
strongly agree (7), with on ly the polarizing
and neutral statem ents labeled
The item s are in tended to m easure your
curren t knowledge of forensic science as
well as determ ine both the rationale
beh ind your in it ial en rolm ent in a
forensic science degree program or un it
of study and the grounds for your choice
to either proceed with or cease your
study of forensic science.
Open-ended questions Do you have any further com m ents on the
definition of forensic science?
Open-ended
Do you have any further com m ents regarding
your m otivation to study forensic science?
Open-ended
The following item s relate to your
dem ograph ics.
What is your age? Selection of a responses from an appropriate
list of statem ents
The item s are in tended to enable
cross-tabulation and the com parison of
subgroups to determ ine how opin ions
vary between these groups.
What is your gender?
In which un iversity are you enrolled?
How m any years have you been studying at
un iversity?
Are you currently enrolled in and/or do you
in tend to com plete a degree program that
involves forensic science?
Yes, I am enrolled in or in tend to enroll in a
degree program that involves forensic
science/No, I am studying forensic science as
an elective
Give a broad description of the type of degree in
which you are enrolled (e.g., biology, forensic
chem istry, etc.)
Open-ended
Are you currently or have you previously been
em ployed in a forensic position?
Y/N
Do you in tend to pursue a forensic career path? Y/N
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Table 5. Final Instrument Main Themesand Likert Scale-Based Items
Main Them e Item
Television as a Motivator Television shows such as CSI, NCIS or Dexter inspired m e to study forensic science
I believe forensic-based television shows accurately reflect real-life scenarios
Forensic science is “m ore than CSI”
Abby Sciu to is the epitom e of a forensic scien tist
Television sparked m y interest in forensic science, but I also had other sources of inspiration
when deciding to choose it as a study subject
Forensic scien tists could solve crim es as fast as they do on television if they only had to work on
one case at a tim e
Personal In terest I am not on ly in terested in forensic science, but science as a whole
My forensic science un it of study is engaging and m akes m e want to read further in to cases or
topics
Forensic science is as in teresting as or m ore in teresting than I though t it would be when I
enrolled
Learn ing about forensic science is not as in teresting as I expected it to be
I study forensic science to gain knowledge that will be usefu l in other aspects of m y life
The concept of applying scien tific m ethods to m atters of a legal nature in trigues m e
I find the m aterial we cover in lectures to be in teresting as it often relates to real-life scenarios
Perspective of Forensic
Science as a Science
Forensic science is not an in terdisciplinary science
Forensic science has a significant em phasis on chem istry and biology, with aspects of physics,
geology and other sciences
Forensic science is a science in its own righ t
Forensic science is solely concerned with the analysis of trace evidence
Analytical resu lts are obtained instan taneously
I have had or will have to do m ore science un its of study (other than forensic un its) than I
in itially though t I would
I have not done or will not do as wide a variety of science un its of study as I in it ially though t I
would
I have had or will have to do m ore m athem atics or statist ics units of study than I in it ially
though t I would
Forensic science is a patchwork of sciences applied in a legal con text
Perspective of Forensic
Science as a
Profession
Results obtained from forensic scien tists can be applied to both crim inal and civil m atters
A forensic scien tist is predom inan tly concerned with the recogn ition , iden tification ,
individualisation , and evaluation of physical evidence
Forensic scien tists use their resu lts to solve crim es them selves
Forensic scien tists m ay be called upon to presen t their findings in court
Forensic scien tists are not specialists and can therefore com plete any analyses required for
various types of evidence
I believe m y lecturer has experience as a practicing forensic scien tist
Forensic science should be closely tied with the police and their investigations
Forensic science should be separated from the police
 Items as a whole: Each should only measure one fac-
tor to ensure that when the in ternal structure is
validated through factor analyses these constructs
load on their in tended variables (AERA, APA, NCME
1999). Three or four m ain topics should be iden ti-
fied, incorporating five or so positively and nega-
tively worded items that do not overlap in to other
topics to ensure factors are being m easured accu-
rately.
 Wording of items: Avoid polarizing statements. Reg-
ular test takers, such as studen ts, will be aware
that “trap” words such as always and never gen-
erally indicate that a statement is not completely
true.
All items that were included in the final instrument,
including demographic and open-ended questions, and
descriptive in formation about the items, can be seen in
Table 4.
Items from the draft instrum ent were split from Defi-
nition and Student Motivation in to four main topics; some
items were accordingly adapted or rem oved. The new top-
ics were Television as a Motivator (to study forensic science), Per-
sonal Interest (in forensicscience), Perspectiveof ForensicScienceas
a(n Interdisciplinary) Science, and Perspective of Forensic Science
as a Profession. Two open-ended questions were included to
allow studen ts to m ake com ment on related topics they
deemed important that were not included in the instru-
ment. In order to allow items to be randomized to avoid a
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clustering of responses, main headings of the four factors
were not included in the final instrument.
The revised instrument was sent to collaborators for
a final set of feedback before its distribution to students.
The general response to th is version of the instrument
was positive, with m inor feedback about the inclusion
of questions relating to how closely linked forensic sci-
ence should be with the police and their investigations,
and whether forensic science is a science in its own
righ t. A list of the main themes of the Likert scale-based
items, and the in tended laten t variables can be seen in
Table 5.
Summary and Fur ther Work
The Attitudes Toward Forensic Science (ATFS) instrum ent
could provide a powerful source of credible and relevant
research pertain ing to what drives studen ts undertak-
ing a forensic science degree program or unit of study.
Through the measurement of studen ts’ m otivation and
expectations of forensic science in the Australian tertiary
sector, the quality of forensic science programs could be
addressed by assessing the relative academic strengths
and weaknesses of forensic science programs and the sub-
sequent studen t outcomes in order to gauge and im prove
forensic science curricula nationwide. There is also poten-
tial for th is inform ation to be used to relate the diversity
of student attitudes and expectations to examine as yet
un identified further m atters of im portance with in foren-
sic science education .
Ideally, th is instrument should be used to survey stu-
dents prior to or in the first half of an in troductory foren-
sic science unit of study, and retested with both the same
and additional questions toward the end or at the com-
pletion of the program of study. This pre-and post-course
experim ental design can com pare not only the teach ing
and learn ing experiences across the institu tions, but also
the efficiency and effectiveness of each individual unit of
study. However, before the instrument can be utilized af-
fectively, the psychometric properties of the instrum ent
itself must be tested in its in tended contexts in order
to determine what constructs were actually being mea-
sured. Further work is needed to gather psychometric ev-
idence of reliability and validity by collecting data in a
variety of contexts and from a wide array of sources. These
contexts may include students at many stages of tertiary
education , from comm encing undergraduate students to
higher degree students, or from differen t sociocultural
backgrounds to address issues of response processes and
transferability. Likewise, feedback from practitioners and
researchers in the discipline outside Australia can provide
additional evidence of content validity to ensure that th is
instrument provides a research tool that reflects a broader
and generalizable consensus on issues of importance to
forensic science education .
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